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DETAILED ACTION 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-4, 6, 8-20, 22-25, 34-43, 45, 47-59, 61-64, and 73-78 are rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Prager (U.S. Patent 5,838,918) in 
view of Jarriel (U.S. Patent 5,996,012). 

As per claims 1 and 40, Prager discloses a method for making application setup 
data accessible to one or more destination applications including retrieving, from an 
accessible data store, system setup data (See Prager, Column 16, lines 13-22) where a 
"system" includes an application (See Prager, Column 2, lines 26-32), converting the 
application setup data into a different data format (See Prager, Column 16, lines 54-57), 
and enabling access to the system or application setup data of converted data format by 
one or more destination software applications on one or more destination computers 
(See Prager, Column 16, lines 44-47). Prager does not disclose expressly that the 
application setup data is in a first data format. Jarriel discloses application setup data 
having an initial format configuration (See Jarriel, Column 6, lines 24-47). Prager and 
Jarriel are analogous art because they are from the same field of endeavor of 
processing data in a distributed computing environment. At the time of the invention it 
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would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to include the initial data 
format of Jarriel with the method of converting application setup data of Prager. The 
motivation for doing so would have been to enable the application developer to validate 
the application prototyping data used to generate the finished application (See Jarriel, 
Column 6, lines 39-43). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Jarriel with 
Prager for the benefit of enabling the application developer to validate the application 
prototyping data used to generate the finished application to obtain the invention as 
specified in claims 1 and 40. 

As per claims 2 and 42, Prager and Jarriel disclose the limitations of claims 1 and 

40 as described above. Prager also discloses retrieving less than all application setup 
data (See Prager, Column 4, lines 16-22 and Column 17, lines 31-33). 

As per claims 3 and 42, Prager and Jarriel disclose the limitations of claims 2 and 

41 as described above. Prager also discloses that the application setup data is 
retrieved from the accessible data store intelligently (See Prager, Column 16, lines 58- 
59). 

As per claims 4 and 43, Prager and Jarriel disclose the limitations of claims 2 and 
41 as described above. Prager also discloses retrieving user-customized application 
setup data (See Prager, Column 3, lines 43-44). 

As per claims 6 and 45, Prager and Jarriel disclose the limitations of claims 1 and 
40 as described above. Prager also discloses that the application setup data includes 
application end-purpose data (See Prager, Column 8, lines 60-65). 
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As per claims 8 and 47, Prager and Jarriel disclose the limitations of claims 1 and 
40 as described above. Prager also discloses the application setup data that does not 
include mail address information, favorites information, calendar information, task 
information, email information, journal notes or cookies (See Prager, Column 16, lines 
33-43). 

As per claims 9 and 48, Prager and Jarriel disclose the limitations of claims 1 and 
40 as described above. Prager also discloses removing at least one application-specific 
code from the application setup data (See Prager, Column 10, lines 24-41). 

As per claims 10 and 49, Prager and Jarriel disclose the limitations of claims 9 
and 48 as described above. Prager also discloses changing the application setup data 
into a format that is incompatible with a source software application from which the 
application settings data was derived (See Prager, Column 11, lines 44-64). 

As per claims 1 1 and 50, Prager and Jarriel disclose the limitations of claims 10 
and 49 as described above. Prager also discloses converting at least some of the 
application setup data into a format that is incompatible with at least one of the source 
and destination software applications (See Prager, Column 11, lines 44-64). 

As per claims 12 and 51 , Prager and Jarriel disclose the limitations of claims 1 1 
and 50 as described above. Prager also discloses converting at least some of the 
application setup data into a format that is incompatible with both of the source and 
destination software applications (See Prager, Column 11, lines 44-64). 

As per claims 13 and 52, Prager and Jarriel disclose the limitations of claims 9 
and 48 as described above. Prager also discloses changing the application setup data 
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from the first data format that is incompatible with the destination software application to 
the second data format that is compatible with the destination software application (See 
Prager, Column 11, lines 56-64). 

As per claims 14 and 53, Prager and Jarriel disclose the limitations of claims 1 
and 40 as described above. Prager also discloses determining a category for the 
application setup data among several predetermined categories of application setup 
data (See Prager, Column 6, lines 50-56) and where enabling access includes enabling 
access by the destination software applications to the categories of application setup 
data (See Prager, Column 7, lines 22-31). 

As per claims 15 and 54, Prager and Jarriel disclose the limitations of claims 14 
and 53 as described above. Prager also discloses storing the application setup data in 
a manner that enables access to the application setup data based on the category 
determined and where enabling access to the application setup data includes enabling 
access to the stored application setup data that have a category consistent with the 
category of information accessed by the destination software applications (See Prager, 
Column 6, lines 57-67 and Column 7, lines 1-5). 

As per claims 16 and 55, Prager and Jarriel disclose the limitations of claims 15 
and 54 as described above. Prager also discloses that enabling access also includes 
identifying the destination software applications, determining the categories of 
application setup data accessed b the destination software applications identified, and 
making the application setup data available when the categories of application setup 
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data accessed by the destination software applications include the category determined 
for the application setup data (See Prager, Column 17, Claim 1). 

As per claims 17 and 56, Prager and Jarriel disclose the limitations of claims 1 
and 40 as described above. Prager also discloses accessing a source computer, in the 
form of a manager machine, at which a user selected the application setup data (See 
Prager, Column 17, lines 5-6) and enabling access to the application setup data 
includes storing the application setup data, after conversion, in a data store, or central 
configuration database, that is remote to the source and destination computers (See 
Prager, Column 17, lines 9-11). 

As per claims 18 and 57, Prager and Jarriel disclose the limitations of claims 1 
and 40 as described above. Prager also discloses accessing the application setup data 
on a data store that is remote to one or more source computers through which the 
application setup data was selected (See Prager, Column 17, lines 1 1-25). 

As per claims 19 and 58, Prager and Jarriel disclose the limitations of claims 18 
and 57 as described above. Prager also discloses enabling access to the application 
setup data at the data store that is remote to the one or more source computers (See 
Prager, Column 6, lines 57-67 and Column 7, lines 1-5). 

As per claims 20 and 59, Prager and Jarriel disclose the limitations of claims 18 
and 57 as described above. Prager also discloses storing the application setup data on 
the destination computer (See Prager, Column 17, lines 34-37). 

As per claims 22 and 61 , Prager and Jarriel disclose the limitations of claims 1 . 
and 40 as described above. Prager also discloses accessing the application setup data 
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from a local area network server that serves a first computer operated by a user (See 
Prager, Figure 12, element 1200), and enabling access includes enabling access by a 
second computer operated by the user that is not served by the server (See Prager, 
Figure 12, and Column 14, lines 4-9). 

As per claims 23 and 62, Prager and Jarriel disclose the limitations of claims 1 
and 40 as described above. Prager also discloses selectively retrieving additional data 
other than application setup data from the accessible data store with the application 
setup data, the additional data also having the first data format (See Prager, Column 16, 
lines 34-36), converting the application setup data from the first data format into a 
second data format (See Prager, Column 16, lines 54-57), and enabling the one or 
more destination software applications on one or more destination computers access to 
the additional data of the second data format (See Prager, Column 16, lines 4-47). 

As per claims 24 and 63, Prager and Jarriel disclose the limitations of claims 1 
and 40 as described above. Prager also discloses accessing the accessible data store 
at a source computer where the application setup data was selected and enabling 
access to the application setup data of second data format by the one or more 
destination computers includes storing the application setup data of second data format 
on an intermediate data store that is accessible to the one or more destination 
computers (See Prager, Figure 4, element 400, and Column 6, lines 20-39). 

As per claims 25 and 64, Prager and Jarriel disclose the limitations of claims 1 
and 40 as described above. Prager also discloses that the accessible data store is 



Application/Control Number: 09/942,639 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2176 

remote from a source computer where the application setup data was selected (See 
Prager, Column 11, lines 7-13). 

As per claims 34 and 73, Prager and Jarriel disclose the limitations of claims 1 
and 40 as described above. Prager also discloses that application setup and selective 
other data are retrieved, converted and made available for access (See Prager, Column 
10, lines 24-32). 

As per claims 35 and 74, Prager and Jarriel disclose the limitations of claims 1 
and 40 as described above. Prager also discloses rendering inaccessible at least some 
of the application setup data that is accessed by the destination software applications 
before access is enabled (See Prager, Column 10, lines 64-67). 

As per claims 36 and 75, Prager and Jarriel disclose the limitations of claims 1 
and 40 as described above. Prager also discloses preserving at least some of the 
application setup data that is accessed by the destination software applications before 
access is enabled (See Prager, Column 11, lines 2-6). 

As per claims 37 and 76, Prager and Jarriel disclose the limitations of claims 36 
and 75 as described above. Prager also discloses reinstating at least some of the 
application setup data that has been preserved when access is disabled (See Prager, 
Column 10, lines 16-23). 

As per claims 38-39 and 77-78, Prager and Jarriel disclose the limitations of 
claims 36 and 75 as described above. Jarriel also discloses updating the application 
setup data stored at the accessible data store by synchronizing the application setup 
data accessed by the destination application with corresponding application setup data 
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stored at the accessible data store and where changes to the application setup data 
resulting from simultaneous application of the application setup data to more than one 
destination application are resolved through the synchronizing (See Jarriel, Column 1, 
lines 20-38). Prager and Jarriel are analogous art because they are from the same field 
of endeavor of processing data in a distributed computing environment. At the time of 
the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to include 
the synchronization of application setup data of Jarriel with the method of Prager and 
Jarriel. The motivation for doing so would have been to allow a system administrator 
the ability to detect and resolve conflicts between endpoint configurations (See Jarriel, 
Column 1, lines 25-33). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Jarriel with 
Prager and Jarriel for the benefit of allowing a system administrator the ability to detect 
and resolve conflicts between endpoint configurations to obtain the invention as 
specified in claims 38-39 and 77-78. 

Claims 5, 7, 44, and 46 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Prager (U.S. Patent 5,838,918) in view of Jarriel (U.S. Patent 
5,996,012) as applied to claims 1 and 40 above, and further in view of Okawa (U.S. 
Patent 6,317,762 B1). 

As per claims 5 and 44, Prager and Jarriel disclose the limitations of claims 1 and 
40 as described above. Prager and Jarriel do not disclose expressly that the application 
setup data includes data of constant size. Okawa discloses a block of data of a 
constant size (See Okawa, Column 3, lines 37-41). Prager, Jarriel and Okawa are 
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analogous art because they are from the same field of endeavor of converting electronic 
data. At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to include the data of a constant size of Okawa with the method of 
application setup data conversion of Prager and Jarriel. The motivation for convert 
input data to a normalized size (See Okawa, Column 2, lines 65-66). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to combine Okawa with Prager and Jarriel for the benefit of 
converting input data to a normalized size to obtain the invention as specified in claims 
5 and 44. 

As per claims 7 and 46, Prager and Jarriel disclose the limitations of claims 1 and 
40 as described above. Prager and Jarriel do not disclose expressly that the application 
setup data includes display formatting data for one or more software programs. Okawa 
discloses display formatting data for software programs (See Okawa, Column 9, lines 
43-50). Prager, Jarriel and Okawa are analogous art because they are from the same 
field of endeavor of converting electronic data. At the time of the invention it would have 
been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to include the display formatting data 
of Okawa with the method of application setup data conversion of Prager and Jarriel. 
The motivation for doing so would have been to enable the resizing of regions of the 
display (See Okawa, Column 10, lines 46-48). Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
combine Okawa with Prager and Jarriel for the benefit of enabling the resizing of 
regions of the display to obtain the invention as specified in claims 7 and 46. 
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Claims 21, 29-32, 60, and 68-71 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Prager (U.S. Patent 5,838,918) in view of Jarriel (U.S. Patent 
5,996,012) as applied to claims 1 and 40 above, and further in view of Dardinski (U.S. 
Patent 6,754,885 B1). 

As per claims 21 and 60, Prager and Jarriel disclose the limitations of claims 1 
and 40 as described above. Prager and Jarriel do not disclose expressly providing 
shortcut icons on the destination computer that correspond to one or more different 
application setup data for which access is enabled. Dardinski discloses providing 
shortcut icons (See Dardinski, Column 127, lines 10-19). Prager, Jarriel and Dardinski 
are analogous art because they are from the same field of endeavor of manipulating 
configuration data. At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person 
of ordinary skill in the art to include the shortcut icons of Dardinski with the method of 
Prager and Jarriel. The motivation for doing so would have been to provide a set of 
menu selections to the user that is associated with the main application (See Dardinski, 
Column 127, lines 3-8). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Dardinski 
with Prager and Jarriel to obtain the invention as specified in claims 21 and 60. 

As per claims 29-32 and 68-71 , Prager and Jarriel disclose the limitations of 
claims 1 and 40 as described above. Prager and Jarriel do not disclose expressly that 
the source and destination software applications are similar, are different instantiations 
of a single application, are different versions of a single software application, and that 
the source and destination software applications perform a similar function. Dardinski 
discloses that the data can be a different state, or version, of an object, each version 
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being represented by a distinct instance of the same object, which, as is obvious, would 
perform the same or similar functions (See Dardinski, Column 53, lines 40-52). Prager, 
Jarriel and Dardinski are analogous art because they are from the same field of 
endeavor of manipulating configuration data. At the time of the invention it would have 
been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to include the data of a different 
state or version of Dardinski with the method of Prager and Jarriel. The motivation for 
doing so would have been to allow an object's identity to remain constant throughout 
the lifetime of an object, thereby allowing referential integrity to be maintained (See 
Dardkinski, Column 53, lines 43-52). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine 
Dardinski with Prager and Jarriel for the benefit of allowing an object's identity to remain 
constant throughout the lifetime of an object to obtain the invention as specified in 
claims 29-32 and 68-71. 

Claims 26-28 and 65-67 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Prager (U.S. Patent 5,838,918) in view of Jarriel (U.S. Patent 
5,996,012) as applied to claims 1 and 40 above, and further in view of Kahan (U.S. 
Publication 2002/0024536 A1 ). 

As per claims 26-28 and 65-67, Prager and Jarriel disclose the limitations of 
claims 1 and 40 as described above. Prager and Jarriel do not disclose expressly that 
the destination computer is a portable device that has limited storage capacity, such as 
a cellular telephone or a handheld device. Kahan discloses a portable device including 
a cellular telephone or handheld device (See Kahan, Page 5, paragraph 0065). Prager, 
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Jarriel and Kahan are analogous art because they are from the same field of endeavor 
of manipulating electronic data. At the time of the invention it would have been obvious 
to a person of ordinary skill in the art to include the portable devices of Kahan with the 
method of converting application setup data of Prager and Jarriel. The motivation for 
doing so would have been to allow the reordering of data items displayed on a mobile 
terminal based upon the characteristics of the data item, and to allow for the deletion of 
data items based upon a profile assigned to each data item (See Kahan, Page 1, 
paragraph 0007). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Kahan with Prager 
and Jarriel for the benefit of allowing the reordering of data items displayed on a mobile 
terminal based upon the characteristics of the data item and allowing for the deletion of 
data items based upon a profile assigned to each data item to obtain the invention as 
specified in claims 26-28 and 65-67. 

Claims 33 and 72 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Prager (U.S. Patent 5,838,918) in view of Jarriel (U.S. Patent 5,996,012) and 
Dardinski (U.S. Patent 6,754,885 B1) as applied to claims 32 and 71 above, and further 
in view of Kahan (U.S. Publication 2002/0024536 A1). 

As per claims 33 and 72, Prager, Jarriel and Dardinski disclose the limitations of 
claims 32 and 71 as described above. Prager, Jarriel and Dardinski do not disclose 
expressly that the source and destination software applications are electronic mail 
applications. Kahan discloses including data items for email servers, which would 
inherently be delivered via electronic mail (See Kahan, Page 5, paragraph 0058). 
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Prager, Jarriel, Dardinski and Kahan are analogous art because they are from the same 
field of endeavor of manipulating electronic data. At the time of the invention it would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to include the electronic mail 
applications of Kahan with the method of converting application setup data of Prager, 
Jarriel and Dardinski. The motivation for doing so would have been to provide for the 
formatting of application data based on a user profile (See Kahan, Page 1 , paragraphs 
0007-0008). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Kahan with Prager, 
Jarriel and Dardinski for the benefit of providing for the formatting of application data 
based on a user profile to obtain the invention as specified in claims 33 and 72. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

• Guck (U.S. Patent 5,91 1 ,776) discloses an automatic format conversion 
system and publishing methodology for a multi-user network. 

• Rose (U.S. Patent 6,073,148) discloses displaying electronic documents 
with substitute fonts. 

• Sheard (U.S. Patent 6,208,345 B1 ) discloses a visual data integration 
system and method. 

• Hartley (U.S. Patent 6,532,465 B2) discloses an operational system for 
operating on client-defined rules. 
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• Helgeson (U.S. Patent 6,643,652 B2) discloses a method and apparatus 
for managing data exchange among systems in a network. 

• El Rayess discloses the automatic generation of performance models 
using the distributed management framework (DMF). 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Laurie Ries whose telephone number is (571) 272-4095. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday from 7:00am to 3:30pm. 
If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Joseph Feild, can be reached at (571 ) 272-4090. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more 
information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have 
questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center 
(EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). ^ — 
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